David Hume (1711-1776) and Stanley Jevons are among those who are closest to art history and philosophy. Hume's essay "Of the standard of taste," 7 published in 1757, and probably at the origin of "the test of time," generated many books, 8 and papers in aesthetics. Jevons was an aesthete, who "acknowledges having had a profound aesthetic experience while seeming unwilling to incorporate the artistic dimensions of life into economics." 9 He suggests that to make unsophisticated people benefit from the arts, these should be imposed on them, since aesthetic experience cannot be anticipated.
Goodwin 10 singles out three historical art figures who were against the general laissez-faire ambience in Great-Britain in the late 19th century: the poet and essayist Mathew Arnold (1822-1888), William Morris (1834-1896), an artist associated with the Pre-Raphaelites, who became the leader of the Arts and Crafts movement, and the art critic and art historian John Ruskin (1819-1900). Arnold was afraid that economic development was destructive and lead to anarchy, which could be avoided by actions such as "the cultivation of the arts and culture through a liberal education." 11 Though Morris became a well-to-do businessman, he "believed that the arts could prosper only under conditions of collective ownership of the means of production, either through conversion to a socialist state or through a communist revolution." 12 There were less famous people who also contributed to the discussion. While he was an assistant-librarian at the British Museum, Edward Edwards (1812-1886), for example, writes an appeal to support the arts in general and museums in particular. 13 Ruskin was already well known as art critic when he embarked on a crusade against the economics that were prevailing. He rejects the "laissez-faire" motto of the time: markets alone do not ensure that consumers make the best use of the goods that are offered to them, unless they 
Public support of the arts. A contemporary view
Ruskin's views are, to a certain degree, represented in some of the arguments that economists invoke today to subsidize the arts, since competitive markets fail to provide enough of them.
Most apply to supply more art, but little is known about whether this support enhances also the quality supplied: Does larger support coincide with "better" art? Here is a non-exhaustive list of the most important economic rationalizations for such support.
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(a) The most frequently invoked argument is that art, whatever its form, is a public good. It benefits not only those who attend or see it, and who pay for it, but also benefits all other consumers, who do not necessarily wish to contribute voluntarily to its production or to its preservation (sometimes because they are not yet born), and free-ride. Every citizen can benefit from seeing a sculpture in a public park, but some have to pay for it, while the others do not. If the arts are left to the market, they will not be priced correctly, and will thus be under produced (performing or visual arts) or not saved for future generations (museums and heritage in general).
Therefore, public support is needed. Artistic activities also produce "services" that cannot be sold on the marketplace, such as civilizing effects, national pride, prestige, and identity, social cohesion, ... which, supposedly, benefit all consumers.
(b) Art is a "merit" good that is, a good that the public sector should provide free or cheaply, since otherwise its consumption would be too low, though consumers would like to consume more. Since consumers are not fully informed, they are unable to evaluate all its benefits without public intervention, and "the public would benefit from a more educated taste." There are however also negative aspects that have been discussed. Forty-five thousand monuments are listed in France, and this number is increasing every year, without much legal possibility to drop a monument once it is listed. In the United Kingdom, there are 40,000 scheduled monuments and sites and 500,000 listed buildings. Maintaining this heritage obviously implies costs, and these costs are increasing. The number of specialists who are able to reconstruct and restore is dwindling, the materials needed are becoming rare and often expensive to extract, and monuments deteriorate at an increasing rate, since they are visited more often, and subject to pollution. 19 The decision to list heritage sites less often will have to be made, and perhaps also the decision to drop monuments and allow their demolition. Property rights may have to be redefined to induce private owners to care for their properties, and polls or even referenda may be needed to elicit preferences and help decision makers.
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The number of museums also increased dramatically during the last years, and so have The last argument for subsidization, that is more specific to the performing arts, is based on the difficulty or impossibility to achieve productivity gains. It was put forward more than thirty years ago and came to be known as the Baumol cost disease. 25 It can be briefly stated as follows.
Since wages escalate in sectors other than culture, they must also do so in the performing arts to make these attractive enough for artists to enter, but since no productivity gains are possible wage increases have to be passed fully to prices. Therefore the relative price of the performing arts increases and, unless subsidized--or supported by donors and private funds--, the sector will shrink and eventually disappear. (ii) that his Abrégé is more closely related to the number of paintings in the royal collection; (iii) that Félibien des Avaux, the (allegedly) traditionalist art historian who became member of the Royal Academy much earlier than de Piles, was less in agreement with the tastes of the King than was de Piles and (iv) that de Piles predicted in a much better way than Félibien and the Academy, who were the painters who would pass the test of time (colorists and Rubenism vs.
draughtsmen and Poussinism). 49 It is interesting to point out that this decomposition of the "total value" of an object (be it a painting or a more down-to-earth object such as an automobile), into more basic characteristics was also suggested in economics by Kevin Lancaster 50 and became popularized in many papers as "hedonic pricing." Another rejoinder between art history, art philosophy 51 and economics.
(c) Tastes. Tastes do indeed change, and prices commanded by works of art often follow the movement. There are many examples of painters who have been "rediscovered," including Botticelli, Vermeer, Goya or the Pre-Raphaelites. This is illustrated in Haskell's famous work.
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It is unclear whether such changes are due to fads or fashion, or to more fundamental reasons.
Grampp 53 suggests that the rapid succession of styles in contemporary art is due to the rapid increase of income, and to consumers "who seek novelty more often than they would if their income was lower." Economists have, to our knowledge, never seriously investigated the changing tastes issue. competing for prestige and thus for musicians, so that every local court had its orchestra, and the more affluent ones even had an opera house. Scherer shows that even though Germany had the largest number of local courts, it ranks only third (after Austria and Czechoslovakia, which were 60 See Victor Ginsburgh and Sheila Weyers, Creation and life cycles of artists, Journal of Cultural Economics 30 both more centralized) once the number of composers is related to population. The prevalence of music in Austria and Czechoslovakia is probably due to the schooling system, in which schoolmasters, even in small villages were expected to teach singing and violin to their pupils. A good advice for those who belittle arts education in our world.
Artists and art historians in the marketplace
A popular theme is that most artists are poor--or have lower income than the average consumer--, die poor, while salerooms, their dealers, and editors become rich. Using the 1980 US Census data, Filer concludes that, on average, artists do not earn any less than they would in a nonartistic employment. 67 It has later been shown, however, that this is due to multiple job holdings, including in non-artistic activities. 68 If these extra jobs are not accounted for, artists' average incomes are smaller than those of workers with comparable education. It is also said that artists devote less time to their work on art than do others to their main occupation, that they may have to go to lower paid jobs to supplement their income, that their earnings are more variable and less directly influenced by education than those of other workers. To explain then why artists accept this income differential, one has to appeal to differences in motivation; Throsby, 69 for example, suggests that "the primary desire to create art as a principal occupation must be recognized as the essential driving force behind an artist's labor supply decisions."
But the income distribution of artists is also markedly skewed and there exist superstars, whose earnings are impressive. In a highly cited paper, Rosen shows that talent only does not explain these differences. His model shows that small differences in talent may result in large differences in income. 70 This is compounded by the fact that there is little if any substitution between various degrees of talent, or between quality and quantity. As Rosen points out, "hearing a succession of mediocre singers does not add up to a single outstanding performance."
